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Appeals from the United States District Court for the Eastern
District of North Carolina, at Geenville. Janmes C. Fox, Chief
District Judge. (CA-95-76)
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Bef or e MURNAGHAN and W LLI AVMS, Circuit Judges, and PHI LLI PS, Seni or
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Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.
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Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
See Local Rule 36(c).



PER CURI AM

Appel | ant appeal s the district court's order denyingrelief on
his 42 U.S.C. 8 1983 (1994) conpl aint and order retaining the rec-
ordinthe district court. W have reviewed the record and t he di s-
trict court's opinion and orders and find no reversible error. The
claime WIlis raises do not neet the constitutional standards re-
quired to state a cl ai munder 42 U.S.C. 8§ 1983 (1994). The district
court did not abuse its discretion in denying WIlis's notions to
anend the caption and conplaint. The district court properly
retained the record while notions in the case were still pending.
We deny WIlis's notions for oral argunent. We di spense with oral
argunent because the facts and |egal contentions are adequately
presented in the materials before the court and argunent woul d not

aid the decisional process.
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